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^ In order tp deteraine the content of an 
organizational coaaunication course, thi| study exaained 26 textbooks 
in that field # according to the frequency of discuiskion of a topic 
and the^nuaher of pages devoted to a topic. The, findings froa that 
exaainai^ion indicate that topics in organizational^ (^oaaunicaton can 
be outlined under three course types: coaaunication dkills necessary 
for successful careers in organizations; theories and aet^ods of 
organizaitfon&l coaaunication n&cessary for advanced study in the 
area; and analysiis. and solution of the dottLnant probleas faced by , 
various type's of organizations. Suggested topical outlines for each 
course type are provided. fBL) ' . . r 
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the Content of Organl^tlonal Coimnunlcat^on Texts 



Interest In the area of organizational communication has' been growing 
steadily for.teore^thaa two decades. This ihterest has prompted the development 
of nuQ^rous courses, majors^ and academic programs ia organizational communica- 
tlon» For the prpfessor assigned to teach the area this presents a problem. 
Specif lAilly, 'Vhat should be-'the content of a course in organizational 
coBum^tiotr?" 



the ^Problem 

The problem of , content in <5rganizational communication courses flows from 
the problem of defining organizational conmmication. There is no "obvious" 
or "logical" definition of the area. Organizational communication can be and 
is taken to mean, "Communication In the Organization," or "Communication by the 
Organization^" or "Coimnunicat^Qn as Managemwit," or, "Communication as Organiza- 
tion." Moireover, aince interest in the area is a relatively recent phenomenon, 
there is nd^ tradition of cocmon usage, .common concern, or conmon focus from 
which a definition might emerge. As Goldhaber (1974) observed, there are a 
great many definitions of organizational communication, but little agreement 
among the definitions. Since^l.there^is no commonly accepted definition of the 
subject, It i^ very difficult to develop coimnonly accepted content for the 
subject. Redding (1967) summarized the problem: 

We face here an interesting antinoiqy: on the one h^oid, 

there patently exists a widespread arid lively interest & • ^ 

"Organizational Communication" (among both academes and 

businessmen); but on the other hand^ and Just as patently, 

there exists no consensus whatever on the precise nature 

of the thing we are intereated in (p. 4). 

// 

Redding (1967) alsQ suggested a Way to go about solving this problem, 
"My conclusion : the •fie^ld' of 'organizational conrnunication' consists of 
whatever those who concern themselves vith it say it is (p. 2)1" Thus, 
determining the content of organizational communication should be a matter of 
determining what those who are concerned with it erasing 'with it. 

/ - , ' • 

, A nunber of authors have atte&pted tcdo Just that. Cooijer (1953), 
.teapp (1969)1 Blagdon and Spatar^ (1973), and Rtfgers (1975) haw developed 
d^pllnes of organizational comi^ication to guide instructors. Voos (1967)^ 
Carter (1972), and Greenbaum, /alcione, et, al. (1975, 1976) have developed 
bibliographies to describe wh/t JLs being written about organ izati6nal, communi- 
cation. Wright and Sherman 11970), Dpwns and Larimer (1974), Hatch, et. alv 
(1973]>, and Lewis (1975) haj^ surveyed tea<;her8 to determine what is being 
taught as organizfational CGfamunication. ' The cramon thread of these efforts has 
been the demonstration of an overwhelming lack of professional consensus pn 
the nature of organizational communication. 

Downs and Larimer (1975) attributed this lack of consens^is to the relitive 
youth of the area. They expected to variance to diminish as more texts became 
available and the subject crystallized. ' More texts have become available/ In 
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^W. s^^t4 ™s that th. nature of orS-'^tJ'-'VTt'^^irfte 
The Method 

• The meihodology used to examine the texts was derived from Ross and Mardick 

a977V T^ey "guef that a course could be organized around the consensus of 

'4lPs*coSiLr:i most important by the authors of the texts^ f^VtoJic'' 
Tw6 measures of Importance were used: frequency of discussions of a topic 
TTdT^ussion^^o be at least two pages to be countedy /"^f ^ 
Lo ed o S^pic. 'Moreover, the nature of the -^J^^^-^^.^^^^^f^^^he 
from the number of authors idopting a particular perspective for treating tnc 
subject. A subjective covmt measured perspective. ^ 

' ' Twenty six'text and tradebooks were surveyed (a list ^f titles is available 
frou ^aSb^i^. Sndbooks. bibliog.aghies, and "J^.i^'^^^^*^* 
5or were texts on specific topics such Is openness, fP^^^^^f ' Y^^^f " 
porting, interviewing, advertising, public relations, etc. included. 



The Results . • ~ 

The results of the survey of text content Are shown In, Table 1. .Topics 
are liSed fi»t -foUowed by^he number of books with separate discussions 
of the t«ipic, and the number of pages devoted to the topic. Of special 
J^ter^s^^is ^he observation that no topic is covered in every text and the . 
majority of topics ar'e covered in less than half the texts. 
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Table 1; ^ ^ 
Contents of Organizational Communication Texts 



Topic 



Discussion 



Pages 



Corammication Theory 
Organizational Conmihication 
Interviewing 
Organization Theory ' 
Comnunication Management 
Small Group Conftnunication 
Conference Techniques 
"Listening 

CooExunication Channels 

Media' Selection 

Presentations 

Research Methods 

Communication Climatie 

Communicatioi^ Networks^ 

Nonvetbal Communication 

Report Writing 

Barriers to* Communication 

Organisational Structure 

Writing Prirfciples 

Organizational Change 
' Persuasive Comminication « 

^Informative Communication 

Motivation 

Leadership 
' Management Theory * 

Letter Writing . 

Decision Making- 
Conflict * > 

Interpersonal Commtmicat ion 

Language 

Tercepticnx 

Iitfomajtion Capacity 

fraining * 

, CoDiDunicat ion s Sat isfaction 
Publications 

Intrapersonal ^Coimrunication 
Personality, ' 
Mass jPommunicat'i^ 
Consulting 
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spectlve. Of spLlal'J^eiest h!^! .^.?" °' that per- ^ 

written from the Co^unJcati^ t ltl f^' observation that text^ were 
adlfertlslng and .u.^.TlZl^^^^ because 

Tatle 2. ' ' , 

Perspectives on Organizational Commun'ication 




Conmunication in Organizations 
. Interpersonal Cino ' 
Written Cino • 
General Cino * 

Conaminicatton by Organiastions 
Cannunicatioii'as Management ' 
Communication- as' Organization' 
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Discussion 



tional'SLS^jiton^^f c';-:^^^^^ -tter of organiza- 

(69Z) view Organizational C^,n^.-^f• ^^^""^^^^l^y- "ost of the authors 
tioas. But, Lre itl^'ap p':^ 'Sl^'lff.r"" 

should I,e dontaiAed in a ^^ 0^ 0^^«i,^..f consensus about the topics which 
analysis of texts suggestenrie^rfSerd.?^ Communication. , ^ther the 
Communication coursef The f?rst tvL of ^^^^^^^^ types of 0;rga3lizational 
con»„mlc«tlon skills which v6uld in Jj'^T.'''^^^ ""'^^"'^ ""^"1 * 

in organic. topin^^.tf ^^^^^^ 

. Outllne/A ' ' *. - - 



1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
.5. 
6. 
7. 



Importance of Comnltinication 

Barriers to (JdniiijuhicaaoD^'LfSr^ A// fV^ , . ^ 

SelSatJo's'"'"*^^. °' Group Communication 

Application, to (Choice) training/sales/public relatlona/et'c. 



ERJC, 



; • CJutllne B ' 

1. Importance of Comnxunlcatlon -* . ^ ^ 

2. Barriers to Coaiminlcation^ ^ ^ . . ' • 

3. "Writing principles ' " 

4. ^ Lettets^ ^ # ' 

5. Reporta " ' 
' 6. Applications to (choice) job search/cn^)loyee publicationfr/ 

adve r ti s Ing /etc. 

♦ 

'Oxer second type of course ,would teach students, theories and methods of 
organizational conmbnication which would prepare them 5or advanced study In 
the area. This is practical in light of the findings of the Wright and Shermin 
(1970) ^ Downs and Larimer (1973) , and Hatch, et. al. (1973) studies. A topic 
outline for ^ch a coursd is suggested below: 

' - y" . ■ ' ' ^ ■ 

^ Outline C 

. . f 

1. > Organizational Theories * • 
ilni^tratlve Theory 0 , 

Scientific Management 
HuxW Relations 

Contingency Theory _ . - 

Modem Organization (Systems) Theory 

2. Coniminicatlon Theories 
Information Theory . ' 
Persuasion Theory \^ 

Cybernetic Theory ' * 

Interpersonal Communication » 
Mass dommuj;iication * ^ * 

• 3, Organizational Communication 

Information Processing • , 

Communication Networks 

Comnpinicatibn Climate ' * 

Tecl>nology . ' 

4. Research Methods ^ ^ % 

Observational Methods 

Surveys (Interview & Questionnaire) : . 
• Network Analysis 
' ^ Model* Building ♦ ' • # 

The tfiird type of course would teach students to analyze and tfolve the 
dominant problem issues _fac ing various types of organizations « * This would be 
a conmuAlcation careers preparation course. A topic outline for such a course 
is stsggested below: / * 
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Outline D • . . 

1. Dominant^ issues (such as). ^ ^ 

Innovation ' • 

' Decision llakirig . , ^ ^ 

Tr- vcovemance (Leadership & Participation) 

Motivation f 
Conflict 
^ Stability 

^ Satisfaction ' . 

Productivity , ' _ ^ _ 

Contrdl 

2. Analysis of Issues Theory) 
, - . . Stock issues (from Argumentation Theory; 

^ * Scientific Tfiialysis 

^ . Systems Anj^lysis 

3. Problem Solving 

. ^ Training and Development • ^ • 

Process Consultation ^ 
7 Organization Design . 
/> ' - Group Discussion T ~ ^ 

Texts are cu^ently Available ^ich Jhe ^^^^^/^ ^ 

B. TO a lesser extengthere are to^fir ^^^^^ ^Jiting a 

l:exts exiattltied would |»t Outline D. P^°*"^y ° (Innovation in one 

dominant issues mode^Snd to focup on f' \ 
book, conflict in another, control- in another, etc^^ 



yumnary 



The purpose of t^xis study^vas to -"empt to ans^^the^^^^^^ 
should be L/cc..tent of a course ^ ^^'^^^^\^^LZ...s on 
involved e«mining twenty s^. ""'^^y.!^!!^^ Lid (2) topics relev^it to a 
(1) the nature of Organizational Communic^ion ^^^^ J analysis three 
course on Organizati(?nal Connmnication. On the basis or cn 
types of course outlines were suggested. ' 
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